REMARKS 


OF 


MR.  DOUGLAS,  OF  ILLINOIS, 


IN  REPLY  TO 


SENATORS  BELL  AND  DAWSON, 

ON 

MR.  BRADBURY’S  RESOLUTION. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES,  JUNE  4,  1850. 


The  Senate  having  under  consideration  the  resolution  submitted  by  Mr.  Bradbury  early  in 
the  session,  calling  for  copies  of  any  and  all  charges  which  may  have  been  preferred  against  indi¬ 
viduals  removed  from  office  since  the  4th  of  March,  1849 — 

Mr.  Bell  and  Mr.  Turney,  of  Tennessee,  addressed  the  Senate,  when — 

Mr.  Douglas  said  :  I  have  heard  no  complaints  that  Democrats  should 
have  been  removed  from  office  by  the  present  administration  on  account 
of  their  political  opinions.  I  know  of  no  Democrat  who  makes  such  a 
complaint.  The  point  of  complaint  is,  that  the  present  Executive  went 
into  the  Presidential  chair  under  pledges  to  remove  no  man  on  account 
of  his  political  sentiments — to  make  no  removals  except  for  the  want  of 
‘honesty,  capacity,  and  fidelity;”  and  having  since  removed  several 
thousand  individuals  of  pure  characters  and  good  abilities,  well  qualified 
for  their  offices,  a  charge  is  thereby  made  by  the  Executive  that  they 
were  deficient  in  these  requisites  to  fulfil  their  trusts.  Those  who  know 
die  men  that  have  been  thus  removed  do  not  believe  that  the  charges 
which  the  Executive  makes  against  them,  by  implication,  are  true.  So 
"ar  as  many  of  them  are  concerned,  I  know  that  the  charges  are  false, 
rnd  that  they  sustain  a  character  as  pure,  in  every  sense  of  the  word,  as 
ie  who  makes  these  charges  against  them.  All  we  ask  is  this :  that  when 
he  President  brings  accusations  of  a  serious  nature  against  several 
housand  American  citizens,  distinguished  for  their  ability,  probity,  and 
jublic  services,  he  shall  prove  the  charges  to  be  true,  or  do  justice  by 
idmitting  them  to  be  untrue.  The  charge  is  one  of  infidelity  and  in- 
iompetency.  The  President  pledged  himself  not  to  remove  an}3,  man 
rom  office  except  for  some  such  cause,  and  he  has  since  removed  several 
housand  (the  Senator  from  Maine  says  ten  thousand)  in  direct  violation 
if  that  pledge.  And  now,  by  way  of  extenuation,  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  (Mr.  Bell)  tells  us  that  none  of  the  Democrats  who  have 
)een  thus  removed  from  office,  in  violation  of  the  pledges  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive,  have  suffered  in  their  characters. 
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Mr.  Bell.  Will  the  honorable  Senator  allow  me  to  interrupt  him  for 
a  moment  ?  He  cannot  have  heard  my  remarks  the  other  day. 

•  Mr.  Douglas.  I  heard  them  to-day. 

Mr.  Bell.  I  do  not  think  my  honorable  friend  (if  he  will  allow  me 
to  call  him  so)  can  have  understood  my  remarks  to-day,  in  relation  to 
this  point.  I  stated  the  other  day  that  Gen.  Taylor,  in  his  inaugural,  did 
not  and  could  not  be  considered  as  having  pledged  himself  that  he  would 
remove  for  no  other  cause  than  the  want  of  “  honesty,  capacity,  and  fi¬ 
delity.”  He  intended  to  express  his  determination,  that  for  the  want  of 
these  requisites,  or  either  of  them,  he  would  remove,  whether  the  incum¬ 
bent  was  a  political  friend  or  not.  It  had  been  felt  as  an  evil  in  past 
administrations,  that  when  a  favorite  was  put  in  office  there  was  great 
reluctance  felt  to  put  him  out ;  and  though  he  might  not  have  capacity 
equal  to  the  demands  of  his  office,  or  might  be  negligent  or  loose  in  the 
discharge  of  his  duties,  he  was  generally  retained  until  his  conduct  or 
default  became  flagrant.  This  was  the  evil  which  Gen.  Taylor  promis¬ 
ed  to  correct.  Whoever  remembers  the  cause,  which  led  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  1820,  which  limited  the  terms  of  nearly  all  the  most  important 
officers — an  act  which  was  revolutionary  in  its  purposes,  in  regard  to  the 
tenure  of  office — knows  that  it  was  the  extreme  delicacy  felt  by  the 
Executive  in  making  removals  for  any  cause,  but  of  the  most  palpable 
necessity,  which  led  to  its  passage.  But  since  that  time  the  former  evils 
have  multiplied,  in  consequence  of  the  growing  practice  of  rewarding 
favorites  and  partizans  with  office,  and  retaining  them  in  office,  whether 
competent  or  not. 

Mr.  Douglas.  I  understood  that,  and  it  does  not  meet  the  point  that 
I  am  making.  The  point  is,  that  the  President  went  into  office  substan¬ 
tially  under  a  pledge  to  remove  no  man  for  opinion’s  sake.  Thus  the 
American  people  understood  it;  thus  the  Whig  leaders  expounded  it! 
thus  the  whole  country  now  understands  it ;  and  thus  it  is  attempted  tc 
be  carried  out  by  Whig  orators  and  Whig  newspapers,  by  asserting  that 
none  have  been  removed  yet  except  for  causes  coming  within  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  Executive  declaration,  of  want  of  competency  and  fidelity 
Thus  every  one  removed  is  stigmatized  by  the  administration  as  being 
deficient  in  those  qualifications.  The  whole  country  knows  that  the 
charge  is  untrue — that  it  is  a  slander  attempted  to  be  fixed  upon  good 
men  and  true.  And,  sir,  when  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  argues  thai 
this  slander  does  the  men  removed  no  injury,  what  is  the  inference  from 
that  declaration  ?  Why,  if  it  does  not  injure  their  character,  if  it  does 
not  make  their  neighbors  believe  that  they  are  dishonest  and  incompe¬ 
tent,  it  is  because  these  neighbors  do  not  believe  the  truth  of  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Executive,  that  he  would  not  remove  except  for  cause.  Ii 
these  men  are  held  guiltless,  if  their  characters  do  not  suffer,  it  is  because 
the  country  knows  that  the  pledge  has  been  violated,  has  been  falsifies 
to  such  an  extent  that  thousands  of  removals  have  been  made  on  account 
of  political  opinions.  I  do  not  believe  there  is  a  Whig  in  America  who 
does  not  feel  in  his  heart  that  these  removals  have  been  made  on  account 
of  political  differences,  and  for  no  other  cause  but  differences  of  opinion. 
It  is  cruel,  after  having  stricken  a  man  down  and  deprived  him  of  his 
office,  to  slander  and  vilify  his  character,  by  fixing  a  charge  upon  hint 
which  we  all  know  to  be  false.  It  is  adding  insult  to  the  injury.  It  is 
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on  account  of  this  slander  that  we  complain.  If  the  truth  could  only 
be  avowed,  that  they  were  removed  because  they  were  Democrats,  and 
that  others  were  put  in  because  they  were  W  higs,  I  should  not  complain ; 
but  I  want  the  plain  truth  told.  I  want  the  avowal  made  here  that 
these  men  were  removed  because  they  were  Democrats,  and  that  others 
were  put  in  their  places  because  they  were  Whigs.  When  that  avowal 
is  made  authoritatively  for  the  Executive,  I  am  willing  that  the  appoint¬ 
ments  in  every  instance  of  competent  and  honest  men  should  be  con¬ 
firmed ;  but  I  want  that  honest  avowal  made.  You  may  talk  to  me  as 
much  as  you  please  about  the  honesty  of  the  old  soldier,  about  the  purity 
of  your  cabinet,  and  about  the  fidelity  of  the  Whig  party  to  their  pledges. 
I  will  never  believe  in  either  until  the  avowal  is  made  that  they  remo\ed 
these  men  because  they  were  Democrats,  and  put  others  in  their  places 
because  they  are  Whigs.  Until  you  do  this,  you  will  get  no  impartial 
man  to  believe  in  the  purity  of  your  administration.  Every,  man  that 
says  the  contrary  loses  his  reputation  for  candor,  frankness,  and  honor, 
throughout  the  community. 

But,  sir,  we  have  been  told  by  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  that  De¬ 
mocrats  were  removed  because  they  intermeddled  in  politics— not  be¬ 
cause  of  their  political  opinions.  Now,  sir,  what  is  meant  by  intermed¬ 
dling  in  politics  ?  Is  it  that  they  voted  ?  Why,  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  says  that  they  ought  to  have  voted.  Is  it  that  they  expressed 
their  opinions  in  favor  of  those  for  whom  they  voted  ?  The  Senator 
says  that  every  man  ought  to  give  utterance  to  his  sentiments  freely, 
boldly,  plainly,  in  favor  of  those  principles  which  he  advocates,  and  the 
man  for  whom  he  intends  to  vote.  What,  then,  is  meant  by  intermed¬ 
dling  in  elections  ?  Is  it  that  he  electioneered?  Well,  did  not  that 
show  that  he  was  a  true  patriot,  feeling  an  interest  in  his  country,  and 
in  those  principles  which  he  believed  to  be  essential  to  perpetuate  the 
institutions  of  the  country?  If  it  is  for  this  that  they  have  been  turned 
out,  who  have  been  put  in  their  places  ?  Look  about,  and  see  your  stump 
speakers,  that  travel  from  one  end  of  the  Union  to  the  other,  and  your 
newspaper  editors,  appointed  to  high  places,  just  in  proportion  to  their 
unscrupulousness  in  slandering  the  Democratic  party.  These  are  the 
men  who  have  taken  the  places  of  those  who  were  turned  out  because 
they  interfered  with  politics !  Men  from  the  slave  States,  who  went 
into  the  free  States  to  talk  up  abolitionism — missionaries  from  the  slave 
States,  who  tried  to  secure  the  abolition  vote  by  representing  General 
Taylor  as  being  willing  to  approve  the  proviso,  are  the  first  to  be  re¬ 
worded  by  this  administration.  Political  leaders  who  spent  tkeir  mo¬ 
ney  and  wasted  their  energies  in  such  partisan  services  are  the  men 
who  have  been  selected  by  this  no-party  administration  to  take  the  place 
of  Democrats,  who  were  turned  out  because  they  interfered  in  politics  ! 
Then  take  the  editors.  You  will  find,  just  in  proportion  as  they  were 
zealous  in  their  work  as  partisan  editors ;  just  in  proportion  as  they 
were  efficient  in  promoting  the  election  of  General  Taylor;  just  in  pro¬ 
portion  as  they  were  vigilant  and  abusive  in  attacking  the  Democratic 
party ;  just  in  that  proportion  were  they  rewarded  for  their  political 
services  by  the  administration,  who  hold  that  it  is  dishonorable  and  un¬ 
patriotic  on  the  part  of  office-holders  to  interfere  in  politics.  If  you 
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ffi  to  stop  this  interference  in  elections,  you  must  refuse  to*  appoint 
y  man  to  office  who  dares  thus  to  exercise  the  rights  of  citizenship. 

The  rule  upon  which  this  administration  has  acted  seems  to  be  to 
reach  one  doctrine  and  practise  another^-to  denounce  as  cause  of  re¬ 
moval  in  a  Democrat  that  which  constitutes  the  chief,  if  not  the  only, 
recommendation  in  the  appointment  of  a  Whig.  We  are  told  that  ten 
thousand  Democrats  have  been  removed  from  office  because  they  inter¬ 
fered  in  elections,  at  the  same  time  that  the  whole  patronage  of  the 
government  is  being  distributed  among  the  partisans  of  the  administra¬ 
tion,  as  rewards  for  services  in  electing  General  Taylor.  And  yet  it  is 
solemnly  denied  that  any  man  has  been  removed  merely  because  he 
was  a  Democrat,  or  appointed  because  he  was  a  Whig.  They  have 
made  more  removals  than  any  administration  ever  made  in  the  whole  his¬ 
tory  of  the  government.  Yes,  sir;  the  first  twelve  months  of  General  Tay¬ 
lor’s  administration  has  removed  more  men  from  office  than  any  ad¬ 
ministration  which  has  ever  existed  under  this  government  during  its 
whole  history ;  and  in  the  face  of  this  fact  it  is  to  be  said,  if  we  are  to 
believe  the  President’s  pledges,  that  no  men  were  removed  because  they 
were  Democrats,  none  because  of  their  political  opinions,  but  all  be¬ 
cause  they  were  deficient  in  the  qualities  of  fidelity  and  competency  to  , 
discharge  the  duties  of  their  offices.  This  slander  is  uttered  in  the 
name  of  the  Executive  against  ten  thousand  honorable  men  ;  and  the 
attempt  is  yet  made  to  keep  up  the  charge,  and  fix  the  truth  of  it  upon 
them.  The  crime  consists  in  slandering  the  characters  of  these  men, 
and  not  in  removing  them  from  office.  Sir,  I  make  no  complaint  of 
their  removal.  I  am  willing  that  when  the  Whigs  have  the  adminis¬ 
tration  they  shall  have  their  own  men  in  the  offices,  for  which  they  are 
responsible.  All  I  ask  is,  that  when  they  remove  a  Democrat,  they 
shall  be  manly  enough  to  tell  why  they  removed  him.  Let  the  truth 
be  told  that  he  was  proscribed  because  he  was  a  Democrat.  Then  he 
can  stand  erect,  and  feel  proud  of  the  honor  of  having  fallen  a  martyr 
to  his  principles,  which  he  had  proven  to  be  dearer  to  him  than  office. 
But  do  not  remove  him  for  that  reason,  and  then  assign  another  cause, 
which,  if  true,  will  blacken  his  character  and  blast  his  reputation.  It 
remains  to  be  seen  whether  the  people  of  the  country  will  sanction  such 
an  iniquitous  proceeding.  For  one,  I  have  regretted,  from  the  be- 
beginning  of  this  session,  that  we  did  not  refuse  to  confirm  every  ap¬ 
pointment  made  in  the  place  of  a  Democrat  thus  removed,  until  this 
slander  was  withdrawn.  I  desired  to  reject  every  nominee,  in  vindica¬ 
tion  of  his  predecessor,  until  this  vile  charge  was  withdrawn,  and  jus¬ 
tice  done  to  his  character  ;  and  after  that  was  done,  and  the  true  cause 
of  the  removal  avowed,  I  would  then  indicate  to  the  Executive  that  he 
might  send  in  the  same  names  again,  and  we  would  confirm  them  all, 
in  case  they  were  competent  and  honest. 

You  may  take  all  the  offices  ;  you  are  welcome  to  them  ;  make  the 
best  use  you  can  of  them  while  you  are  responsible  for  the  faithful  per¬ 
formance  of  their  duties  ;  but  do  not  slander  better  men  than  yourselves 
for  the  purpose  of  getting  a  pretext  for  putting  Democrats  out  of  office, 
and  Whigs  into  office,  without  being  held  responsible  for  a  violation  of 
your  pledges  to  the  people  before  the  election,  and  in  the  inaugural  ad¬ 
dress. 
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his  forme7peech,  proceeded  to  Tay”  PP°rt  °f  ‘he  positions  assumed  in 

this  sulSrhltSCwh^h1™60  ,,Ponanotherpoint  connected  with 
offence.  The hoSe  « i  scarcely  be  held  free  from  personal 

Whig  can  say,  wXut  loss  of  chnr^;  “a  ,Understand  him,  That  no 

made  by  this  administration  for  opinion’s  sake ^niT'l"  *7®  not ,been 
Senator  aright  ?  P  ion  s  salce.  Did  I  understand  the 

Mr.  Douglas.  That  is  my  opinion. 

other' day^pon  *7i  ^  1  Said  the 

which  had  come  under  mv  ohw^t”  c  ^  not,  ^now  a  single  case, 
sake;  that  in  all  easel ofZn  '’V °f  re™°Val  for  opinion’s 

been  sufficient  cause  alleeed  on  TefT°  fer-aS  1  WaS  lnformed,  there  had 
such  as  intermeddhng n SCs remOTal~ 
tion  of  the  country  il  l!!  '  1  Sta  d  dlstmctly,  that  in  my  sec- 

knowledge  was  concerned _ I^did  rmi  7  lon;  so  7  as  my  own  personal 

States— there  had  been  no  removaT  wi  hoTn  7  might  be  in  other 
held  to  be  sufficiently  proved  other  Than  a  7®  ST®  alleged’  and 

cal  opinion.  I  want  to  know  whether  the  w ' *  m®1’61106  °f  poIiti- 

declaration  he  has  just  avowed.  Senator  will  now  retract  the 

TisSe'^d  ;oletyVLnsc'!umLaof  .77' ,‘°  ‘-he  S,enator  fr0ffl 

made  I  cheerfully  make  an  exception  of  ffim  houuhT  he  *7  n°W 
cetve  how  any  other  Whig  can  come  to  the  TamTSusL.T1"'1  COn' 

most  perfect  conS^^o^CffiTdiffi^iri  ^ ‘he  assertion  with 
als  which  I  thought  rtffik  dlfficulty  I  have  had  to  get  remov- 

cularly  the  case Tn  the Isouth  an^S^nUhw^t6'  l°  be  ^ 

to  inquire  as  to  the  ground  on  wlnVVi  r-  i  /  liave  had  no  occasion 

North ;  but,  as  I  stafed  the  othTr  day  it  is  mv  W ' 3-  beel?  made  at  the 

."t  .ttlsf' J  f “ 

rulerf  tta  i„,e,.meddler,  ip  .1.2,,  “|£  Zt 

sQ  After  debate  between  Messrs.  Hack,  King,  Unoekwooo,  and  Daw- 

giaM(MrDDAwso»)  rluireTommet  ^  fhon0rabJe  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gy-  He  deniei  SThe  Pr”s?dent  h2  “d  bUt  very  « 

would  render  it  incumbent  upon  him  not  to  r glV6"  ??y  pledSe  ,that 
office  because  thev  were  n..m, ,  f  ,  remove  Democrats  from 

were  Whigs,  aXa£Tn«S Z  t  t0  pUlin  Whi%s  because  theT 

dents  letters  or  the  inaugural  address  °Thich  ‘anth’  e-ltber  in,!he  Presi* 
ration.  8  es"’  uillca  authorizes  such  a  decla- 

them,  on  whic™l7n7y7V77TatoThr°mthhOSel,etterS’  °r  SOme  of 

a  charge.  In  the  first  plaoj  however  T  h  i h&t  they  autborized  such  ■ 
of  the  Executive  does  no  exTct?™!  ®ust.™k  that  this  defence 
replying  in  my  former  SW  w*b  fb* one  to  which  I  was 

g»»pd  ,h«  the 
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o;  .ucount  of  his  being  a  Democrat — none  except  for  cause.  His  defence, 
therefore,  rested  upon  the  denial  of  the  fact.  The  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  places  his  defence  upon  the  ground  that  the  President  had  a  right  to 
do  these  acts  because  he  had  never  given  a  pledge  not  to  do  so.  The 
one  denies  the  pledge,  and  the  other,  by  implication,  confesses  it ;  and 
these  two  inconsistent  positions  put  me  between  two  fires,  from  which  I 
must  either  make  my  escape,  and  allow  the  one  to  extinguish  the  other, 
or  make  good  my  position.  And  now  as  to  the  pledge  itself. 

Sir,  I  do  not  stand  upon  any  precise  form  of  words.  What  I  say  is, 
that  the  President,  when  he  was  a  candidate  for  the  office  which  he  now 
fills,  did  declare  to  the  world  in  his  letters,  that  he  was  not  the  candidate 
of  a  party ;  and  he  declared  it  in  such  terms  as  left  the  world  to  believe, 
and  such  as  did  actually  make  the  people  of  the  United  States  believe, 
that  he  would  not  remove  the  Democrats  then  in  office  because  they 
were  Democrats,  or  for  any  other  reason  than  for  good  cause  for  remo¬ 
val.  I  care  not,  sir,  in  what  form  of  words  he  conveyed  that  impression 
to  the  public  ;  if  he  used  words  that  did  convey  that  impression,  if  they 
were  so  understood,  and  believed,  and  acted  upon,  no  quibble  as  to  the 
words  or  phraseology  is  to  relieve  him  from  the  responsibility  that  at¬ 
taches  to  the  violation  of  such  pledges  given  to  the  public.  Now,  sir,  I 
hold  in  my  hand  several  letters,  in  which  the  President  says  that  he  will 
not  be  the  candidate  of  a  party.  Here  is  one  of  them : 

I  have  said  I  am  not  a  party  candidate  ;  nor  am  I,  in  that  straitened  and  sectarian  sense  which 
would  prevent  my  being  the  President  of  the  people  in  case  of  my  election.  ***** 

I  am  not  engaged  to  lay  violent  hands  indiscriminately  upon  public  officers,  good  and  bad, 
who  may  differ  in  opinion  with  me.  *  *  *  *  That  is  what  I  mean  by  not  being  a  party 

candidate. 

Mr.  Dawson.  That  is  what  I  mean  too. 

Mr.  Douglas.  Yes  sir,  “he  is  not  engaged  to  lay  violent  hands  upon 
all  officers  indiscriminately ,  good  and  bad ;  and  what  is  the  inference  ? 
That  he  will  remove  the  bad  and  retain  the  good.  That  was  the  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  public  at  that  time,  and  I  must  say  that  that  was  the 
idea  which  the  language  was  designed  to  convey.  He  would  discrimi¬ 
nate  ;  he  would  turn  out  the  bad  and  retain  the  good,  Whigs  or  Demo¬ 
crats  ;  and  sir,  to  show  that  the  Executive  meant  it,  in  his  inaugural  ad¬ 
dress,  he  says : 

The  appointing  power  vested  in  the  President  imposes  delicate  and  onerous  duties.  So  far  as 
it  is  possible  to  be  informed,  I  shall  make  honesty ,  capacity,  and  fidelity  indispensable  prerequi¬ 
sites  to  the  bestowal  of  office  ;  and  the  absence  of  either  of  these  qualities  shall  be  deemed  suffi¬ 
cient  cause  of  removal. 

Now,  sir,  what  is  the  inference  from  these  extracts?  This  was  the 
test.  If  a  man  possessed  these  three  requisites  of  “  honesty,  capacity, 
and  fidelity7,”  indiscriminate  hands  were  not  to  be  laid  upon  him ;  a  hair 
of  his  head  was  not  to  be  touched ;  he  was  secure  under  the  solemn 
pledge  the  President  had  given  before  his  election ;  but  the  absence  o 
any  of  these  was  to  be  sufficient  cause  of  removal. 

Well,  sir,  can  there  be  any  question  that  that  was  what  the  President 
meant,  or  that  that  was  what  the  people  understood  him  as  meaning  ? 
Sir,  if  there  can  be  no  question  upon  that  point,  does  it  not  result  neces¬ 
sarily  that  the  removal  of  any  man  by  that  President,  under  the  solemn 
guaranty  made  when  he  was  just  taking  the  oath  of  office  and  raising 
his  eyes  to  Heaven  in  pledge  of  his  sincerity — does  not  such  removal 
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amount  to  a  charge,  by  the  President,  that  the  person  removed  was  de¬ 
ficient  in  one  of  these  requisites  ?  I  say,  therefore,  that  the  Executive 
has  thus  branded  every  man  he  has  removed  from  office  ;  and  I  say  fur¬ 
thermore  that,  by  thus  branding  them,  the  charge  he  has  made  against 
them  is  not  true.  I  say  that  of  my  own  knowledge,  in  many  instances, 
he  has  removed  men  as  pure  and  as  patriotic — yes,  sir,  and  I  will  say  as 
competent  to  fulfil  the  duties  of  their  several  offices  as  himself  to  fill  his. 
There  are  many  men  of  that  description  whom  he  has  removed ;  and 
thus,  sir,  I  repeat  it,  there  has  been  a  falsification  of  his  pledge. 

But  the  Senator  reminds  me  that  I  should  not  use  such  language  to¬ 
ward  men  high  in  authority.  I,  too,  would  remind  him  that  a  man  thus 
elevated  in  position,  and  clothed  with  the  power  of  office  to  give  moral 
force  and  weight  to  what  he  speaks,  should  not  bring  that  power  and 
weight  to  bear  upon  and  blast  the  character  of  a  private  individual  who 
has  been  thus  ruthlessly  ejected  from  an  office  he  held.  Sir,  when  you 
speak  of  elevation  of  character,  that  elevation  should  show  itself  in  the 
man  at  the  head  of  the  Government,  who  is  using  his  power  against 
men  who  have  not  the  means  in  their  hands  to  rebut  the  charges  made 
upon  them.  Mr.  President,  I  speak  in  plain  and  direct  terms,  but  not  in 
terms  which  are  meant  to  be  uncourt eous,  or  which  ought  to  be  offensive 
to  any  member  of  the  Senate,  or  to  an)r  other  man. 

But  the  Senator  from  Georgia  has  given  us  an  exposition  of  what  he 
regards  as  the  true  meaning  of  the  President’s  letters  and  pledges  before 
the  election.  It  is,  that  when  the  President  said  he  would  not  be  the 
candidate  of  a  party,  he  meant  that  he  would  be  the  President  of  the 
whole  People,  and  as  such,  would  equalize  the  offices  between  the  two 
great  parties  of  the  country.  YV  ell,  sir,  if  that  be  his  meaning* — and  for 
the  purposes  of  discussion  I  am  willing  to  consider  it  as  his  meaning,  al¬ 
though  I  do  not  consider  such  is  the  fact — I  say  that  by  that  construction 
he  stands  condemned  by  the  very  speech  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
himself.  Sir,  the  Senator  from  Georgia  has  told  us  that  in  this  compe¬ 
tition  for  and  division  of  offices  between  the  two  great  parties,  you  must 
look  to  the  great  and  valuable  offices,  and  not  to  the  number  of  them. 
Sir,  if  you  take  the  number  of  the  offices,  I  have  no  doubt  that  on  the 
day  President  Taylor  was  inaugurated,  the  Whig  party  in  the  nation 
held  the  majority  of  the  offices,  because  the  small  country  post  offices 
generally  were  filled  by  the  merchants  of  the  neighborhood,  and  the 
merchant,  as  a  general  thing,  from  the  nature  of  his  occupation,  was  a 
Whig.  And,  sir,  in  the  Western  States  we  find  it  was  almost  invariably  the 
case.  The  distinguished  Representative  from  Mississippi,  (Gov.  Brown,) 
by  my  side  a  few  moments  ago,  authorized  me  to  sajqthat  in  his  opinion 
two-thirds  of  all  the  offices  in  the  State  of  Mississippi  were  held  by 
M  higs  during  the  administration  of  Mr.  Polk  ;  and,  sir,  if  you  take  it  by 
the  number  and  not  by  the  grades,  General  Tajdor  was  not  authorized 
to  remove  a  man.  On  the  contrary,  if  he  did  think  a  change  was  necessary, 
he  should  have  put  more  Democrats  into  office,  in  order  that  he  might 
equalize  the  offices.  But,  sir,  when  you  come  to  depart  from  the  num¬ 
ber,  and  look  at  the  grade  of  the  offices,  where  is  your  division?  In  this 
city  how  do  they  stand?  You  have  nine-tenths  of  all  of  the  valuable 
offices.  1  ake  my  own  State,  and  }rou  have  every  one  of  them.  But 
you  may  take  the  entire  States  of  the  Union,  and  I  will  venture  to  say 
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that  nine  out  of  every  ten  of  the  offices  that  yield  adequate  emoluments 
have  been  put  into  the  hands  of  the  Whigs.  Then,  sir,  according  to 
that  mode  of  calculation,  and  that  mode  of  judging  the  President,  he 
stands  irretrievably  lost — irretrievably  gone.  Then,  sir,  under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances,  I  say  it  is  my  duty  to  the  country  to  proclaim  these  facts, 
to  invite  the  attention  of  the  public  to  them,  so  that  it  may  operate  as  a 
warning  to  any  man  who  may  come  after  him  in  this  high  office. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  in  regard  to  the  defence  which  is  set  up  for  Gen¬ 
eral  Taylor,  and  speaking  of  his  purity,  his  honor,  and  his  elevation  of 
character  above  all  such  charges,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  he  posses¬ 
ses  a  large  share  of  those  high  qualities.  But,  sir,  while  I  am  inclined 
to  think  that,  we  know  that  his  pledge  stands  falsified.  Whether  he 
knows  it  is  another  question.  Whether  those  who  surround  him  allow  him 
to  know  that  truth,  that  all  the  world  knows  but  him,  is  a  question. 
Whether  that  cabinet  who  surround  him  and  advise  him — whether  those 
who  have  been  the  instigators  of  those  bloody  acts  of  proscription — have 
allowed  him  to  know  that  he  has  been  wielding  the  axe,  and  that  every 
head  that  fell  was  a  violation  of  a  solemn  pledge  of  his,  is  a  question  up¬ 
on  which  I  am  not  yet  well  advised.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  that  has 
not  been  the  case — that  he  has  been  deceived  and  used  by  men  who  have 
not  regarded  the  pledges  which  he  gave,  in  the  manner  in  which  he 
would  have  regarded  them  if  he  had  known  the  state  of  facts  upon 
which  he  was  acting.  But,  sir,  be  this  as  it  may,  it  is  not  my  purpose 
to  step  in  between  him  and  his  cabinet.  I  speak  of  the  notorious  and 
undeniable  fact  that  the  pledges  were  made  and  violated  in  his  name. 
These  great  crimes  have  been  committed  in  his  name ;  and  I  leave  those 
who  are  the  parties  to  them,  and  whose  interest  it  certainly  is  to  wipe  them 
out,  to  ascertain  who  was  the  guilty  adviser  on  the  one  hand,  and  who 
the  innocent  dupe  on  the  other,  if  there  were  any  innocent  parties  in 
the  transaction. 

Sir,  I  have  spoken  plainly,  and  sometimes  with  some  warmth,  upon 
this  question ;  but  I  trust  I  have  not  uttered  a  word  to  which  any  Sena¬ 
tor  could,  with  propriety  or  reason,  take  the  slightest  exception  person¬ 
ally.  My  remarks  referred  to  no  Senator  persnally.  I  referred  to  that  great 
public  fact  that  the  world  knows  to  be  a  fact ;  and,  sir,  there  should  be  no 
more  offence  in  speaking  of  it  than  in  speaking  of  any  other  historical 
fact,  that  no  man  well  informed  on  the  subject  can  question  or  deny. 

I  repeat  again,  that  I  do  not  complain  that  Democrats  were  removed. 
We  expected  that  they  would  be  removed.  We  knew  that  when  these 
pledges  were  given  they  would  not  be  redeemed ;  we  expected  our 
friends  to  be  removed ;  we  were  willing  that  they  should  be,  and  that 
Whigs  should  be  put  in  their  places.  All  we  asked  was,  that  good 
Whigs — those  who  were  honest  and  capable  of  filling  the  places  vaca¬ 
ted  by  the  Democrats — should  be  installed  into  these  offices ;  but  when 
that  was  done,  let  the  truth  be  avowed,  and  fix  no  slander,  no  stain, 
upon  those  who  have  thus  been  removed  because  of  their  fidelity  and 
attachment  to  the  principles  of  their  party.  Let  this  be  done,  and  you 
will  have  no  difficulty  in  having  my  vote  to  confirm  the  nominations, 
without  inquiring  whether  they  were  active  partisans  or  not.  I  am  wil¬ 
ling  that  you  should  Reward  your  faithful  and  active  men  ;  but  it  is  not 
necessary,  in  order  to  do  justice  to  them,  that  you  should  do  injustice  to 
our  friends. 


